
Minutes - QPRA AGM— June 23, 2019
Meeting Location: Breakaway Room Queen’s Park Arena, Queen’s Park – 2 p.m.
Directors Present:  
Steve Norman, Kathleen Langstroth, Gail Ancill, Martina Rempel, Kim Jansz
Absent:
  Mari-Lou Nidle, Gail North, Steve North, Dai Martin, Jim Hutson, Catherine Hutson, Tera Nicholson 
Chaired by Steve Norman
1. Call to order at 2 p.m. and check for quorum

a. Quorum met

2. Adoption of Agenda
Moved Natalie Boychuk, seconded Martina Rempel to adopt agenda.

3. Adoption of February 24, 2019 Minutes
Steve Norman explained that the minutes posted on the website had omitted the 2 motions made regarding the traffic plan for Queen’s Park; however the hard copies available for reading and handed out at today’s meeting contained the motions.  The corrected version will be posted on the website later today.
Moved Cheryl Amundsen, seconded Ron Spence adoption of the minutes from the Februrary 24, 2019 General Meeting.  
Carried. 
All members present voted in favour of the motion.
Martina Rempel, the QPRA Representative on the Neighbourhood Traffic Advisory Committee, explained the City’s proposal for the temporary trial period of 6 months for:
a. No left turn at First Street and Royal Avenue

b. Closing Park Row at Royal Avenue

The City will collect data and then discuss the results with the QPRA and use this engagement to make its final decisions about these 2 intersections.  The temporary closures will last 4 to 6 months.  

4. Fortis BC: Pattullo Bridge Gas Line Replacement Project – William Hyde, Community Relations

Overview/ power point of Pattullo Bridge gas line replacement of current pipeline on the underside of the Pattullo Bridge.  It needs to be replaced by 2022 ahead of the 2024 decommissioning of the present bridge.

There are 2 options for the New Westminster replacement site 1.)Distribution Centre at McBride and the cloverleaf at the present bridge site and 2.) Transmission Pressure at Dufferin and Agnes St. this location will need a regulation station above ground.
The Surrey side location has already been determined and will be above ground.

Impacts on McBride will be the reduction to 1 lane in each direction for 3 months.

Concerns:

· Safety of gas line, transmission and regulating stations

· How does  gas line tie into new bridge location
· Possibility of sink holes as was the case on Como Lake Avenue in Coquitlam-  not a concern
· Implications of going under the Fraser River rather than above as it is now – feasibility studies favour under the river
· Reduction of 2 to 1 lane in each direction

· Cost comparative of both lines – very similar cost

· Feasibility of underground stations – not good for safety reasons re: monitoring and repair

· Off gassing a concern for nearby residents

· Best way to detect leaks easier is with transmission vs. regulating station

· Can these regulating/reduction stations be placed on the Surrey side away from residential areas – no

· Where is the tie in of the old and new gas lines on the New West side – close to McBride and Royal as indicated on the diagrams

· Intense need for traffic control during construction because it will surely create rat running through the QP neighbourhood with commuters trying to find fast ways to get onto the Pattullo Bridge

5.  Presentation on Filming in Queen’s Park & Questions – Trevor Cave City Filming Coordinator

He is responsible for reviewing process and timelines for film projects:

1.) Liaisons with location managers
2.) Looks into city’s work projects so there is no conflict for areas/properties requested for filming

3.) Reviews frequency of location used for filming
Concerns:
· Limit use of overused locations; a balance has to be found

· Stated repeatedly that some percentage of the money from filming fees or a levy should come back to the QP neighbourhood to enhance it i.e. street signs, improved curbs, parking permit reimbursements for days when a resident cannot park in front of his/her own house.  Donate to amateur sports, elementary, middle or high schools, school sports, etc  
· Monetary compensation for having to park elsewhere would be nice as well as a set amount that goes to neighbours of the house being used in the filming

· Parking is an issue because of film crew using non designated areas for parking is an issue because then the residents have nowhere to park – if this occurs contact Trevor directly not the film crew.  He carries more weight.

· Production companies receive fines for parking in unauthorized areas but he needs to know about it in order to fine them.

· Is there an appeal process for filming or not filming in an area?  Some home owners have been told that their home cannot be used because there has been too much filming in the area even though their home has never been used while other homes get frequent use. –It is a judgement call

· Request to spread the wealth around by choosing houses other than the commonly used homes – it comes down to what the location managers are looking for
· Additional environmental fee for damage/clean-up of neighbouring properties used and abused during a filming location

· Noise and pollution from parked filming vehicles in the same location all the time, better if they could be moved around a bit if filming is going to be over several days

· Total film revenue collected by the city around $1 000 000 minus policing costs equals about $888 000 that goes back to the city.
6.  515 Fourth Street Heritage Revitalization Agreement (HRA) D3 Dimension and Design and Sage Development Presenters – Sage Construction (owner)  James Wise 
Their power point presentation addressed: 
Setbacks – rear and front regarding moving the house on site
Density – infill house: transferring from the 10% to .20 fsr to create larger infill house
Ownership – 3 homes for sale using the strata model

Parking – reduce the onsite parking from 3 to 2 spaces
Through the power point presentation Elana Zysblat of Ance Building Services described the moving forward, placement and setbacks of the existing home on the 62 X 100 ft lot and the off white paint scheme with black trim and red door.  The existing house will be divided into a duplex, one utilizing part of the main floor and the entire upper floor and the other will encompass the remainder of the main floor and the basement.  There will be 1 infill house facing Regina Street.
Kirsten Sutton’s (D3 Dimension Drafting and Design) component of the power point presentation also dealt with the relocation of the existing house and promoted the densification as family friendly units.

Unit 1    2031 sf with a 298 sf yard

Unit 2    1612 sf with 345 sf yard

Unit 3     1189 sf with 435 sf yard
          Concerns/Questions:
· The transfer of the extra  10 to 20 % of FSR from the existing building to the infill house

· Why duplex and  stratify the main house when it is a perfectly good family home as is 

· The size of the infill house is much larger than allowed for a carriage house

· Is the taxation of a strata property similar to a condominium

· The number of variances for a single family neighbourhood are far too many
· The 3rd variance for the 2 off street parking spaces instead of 3 is unacceptable
· Common spaces vs. individual/private property counter to single family neighbourhood
· The additional 3 variances over and above the already generous incentives granted in the HCA – reasoning by owners and Britney Quail from city staff - the variances are dictated through the city constraints

· The density bonus that allows for the creation of a multi - family lot is not a win for heritage or the neighbourhood but rather a win only for the developer in the form of monetary gain

· Overwhelming opposition to moving the house on its lot

· So called affordability of housing through multi-family developments will negatively affect heritage.  Heritage homes and the streetscapes will be targets for developers wanting to subdivide or max out units on a property.  
· LUPC supported this project without any input or approval from the neighbourhood knowing that it is counter the principles of the HCA.

· Asked what the affordability/ selling price of the individual homes would be the developers said they had no idea.  Those in attendance queried a project of this size going forward without the contractors knowing their profit margin/return on the dollar of their investment and therefore the sale price

· In an HCA the only win for heritage on a project requesting so many variances is the replacement of the siding.  Residents replace siding all the time.  This is not a bonus or win for heritage. 

· Units are too small 

· Taking a viable house and making it into inappropriate housing for profit is unacceptable to the neighbourhood
· This HRA proposal will set a precedent for future projects.  It will raise the prices of properties because they will be seen as increased density development sites in the neighbour.  This is the start of a slippery slope that the residents do not want and it is why they supported the HCA to protect and maintain the heritage character of this single family neighbourhood.

· The elimination of front and side yards is the loss of our heritage.  The HCA was implemented to protect these valued components of the Queen’s Park neighbourhood

· This is a development grab

· The 3rd variance to reduce the on-site parking from 3 to 2 spaces will mean that all other cars from this property will have to park on the street.  That could easily mean that an additional 4 cars will now need to find parking on the street. 
· Unacceptable precedent for 1.)moving a house on a lot 

                                                           2.) reducing setbacks

                                                           3.) density

· Signage on property is needed to let neighbours know that something is going on or that the city is negotiating with the property.

· There is not full vetting because of things happening behind closed doors

· Neighbours need to have a far greater input before projects get to this stage

· Britney outlined the process as: 1.) Application 2.) Review by planning staff 3.) Reviewed by all departments,  4.)LUPC looks at it to determine if the City is comfortable with this going out to the community, 5.) Then it comes to the community – open house and/or RA,  6.) Community Heritage Committee for review,  7.)Advisory Planning Committee, 8.) Public Hearing

Motion

Move that the QPRA express concerns to the mayor and council that the project at 515 Fourth Street is not appropriate to the neighbourhood.

Moved Gary Holisko, seconded Kerry Boychuk

Request from the floor to amend the motion to:
The QPRA does not support this project.

Moved Matt Meehan

The chair ruled that the motion sounded like a replacement motion.  The meeting was asked by the chair if they agreed to replace the original motion.  It was unanimous and the former amendment became the motion on the floor. 
Discussion 
· Density is too high, this is not light infill
· Complete lack of respect the Queen’s Park neighbourhood

The HCA and its intent

The neighbours

The number of variances is unacceptable

               Noncompliance of zoning by-laws

               Not a restoration of as heritage building but rather a degrading of one

               Density transfer is detrimental to the HCA – 3 dwellings on a 6000 sf lot do not fit in       
                          with a single family neighbourhood protected by an HCA

    Moved by Thor Boraford to put the question on the floor.  Seconded Matt Meehan



Carried
The motion to put the question was considered and all members present voted in favour of the motion.

  The motion was considered and passed with only one dissenting vote out of 51.

A reminder that the HCA incentives are going to be reviewed this fall and it is especially important to make your concerns known especially regarding the .2 fsr increase and how it is being used to transfer to infill houses and how easily it is being abused in HRAs.
The QPRA will send out notification via its membership when the Advisory Planning Commission will be reviewing 515 Fourth Street Heritage Revitalization Agreement (HRA) Application.

Motion to adjourn 4:29

Moved Rhonda Field, Seconded Matt Meehan  
Carried

All members present voted in favour of the motion.
